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Minutes of the meeting held on Friday, November 30, 1990 


C.L. Bertrand; M. Yates; B. Harris; P. Albert; S. Ruby; F. Stevens; M. Szabo; 
J. Appleby; M. Brian; Z. Hamlet; E. Preston; G. Kanaan; B. Lewis; W. 
Knitter; G. Auchinachie; C. Lévy; R. Kilgour; D. Frost; G. Sassano; G. 
Adams; R. Perigoe; H. Shulman; J. Locke; C. Davis; W. Byers; A. Teffeteller; 
C. Gray; R. Sharma; N. Segalowitz; M. Oppenheim; S. Hoecker-Drysdale; G. 
Newsham; C. Potworowski; S. Lanthier-O’Connor; J. Snyder; H. Danakas; S. 
Farber; J. Drolet; B. Farmer; J. Gruman; B. Leonhardt; P. Richards. 


D. O’Connor 
C. White; J. Gavin; P. Widden; D. Shapiro; G. Fisher; M. Taylor. 


M. Poirier; G. Bastien; L. Cohen; G. Grougrou; E. Kalantar; E. Budik; K. 
Clément 


D Dist titited cnc Consvedliar thi ae 


ASFC 90-6M-A Election/Ratification - Arts and Science Faculty Committees 


I Ie 
The meeting was called to order at 2:11 p.m. 


Approval of Agenda 


Dr. Bertrand asked that items 3 and 4 of the Agenda be reversed so that the 
closed session of the meeting could be held before Remarks from the Chair. 


As there were no other corrections or changes to be made to the Agenda, 
Dean Bertrand accepted the Agenda as approved. 


90-6-2 


Approval of Minutes of September 28, 1990 


It was moved and seconded (Oppenheim/Byers) that the minutes of the 
meeting held September 28, 1990, be accepted. 


Corrections: 


From B, Farmer: 

p. 5: Arts and Science Student Request Committee: Helen Danakas instead 
of Ben Farmer 

From C, Gray: 

p. 9: 2nd paragraph, 8th line: insert "on a" before "voluntary basis" 

p. 12: 8th line: the word "doctoral" be changed to "doctrinal" 

p. 18: 2nd line: insert "who was" before "the seconder for the" 

p. 20: That the statement following Adjournment be removed. 

From R. Sharma: 

p. 11: Sth paragraph: remove the last sentence. 


Carried, 


Remarks from the Chair 


Because one or two recent cases had been brought to the dean’s attention, Dr. 
Bertrand reminded students that it was up to them to complain to the 
department chair or director if a professor attempted to hold exams during 
the last week of classes. Dr. Bertrand reminded those present that the 
decision which had been taken by Council previously, was that final 
examinations were not to be held in the final week of classes. This decision 
had also been ratified at University Senate. He emphasized that no student 
should feel concerned or worried if he or she had to raise that issue with a 
department chair. 


Dr. Bertrand also announced to Council members that they were invited to 
drop in to see a brand new Falconi piano which was temporarily housed in his 
office. He explained that the piano was a gift/loan from the Falconi 
Company to Professor Segalowitz (Psychology) and Professor Cohen (Music) 
for a research project on which they were collaborating. He extended to Dr. 
Segalowitz full accolade from Council. 


Dr. Levy asked why the piano was not in the concert hall. 


Dr. Bertrand responded that there was a piano in the concert hall. The piano 
in the Dean’s Office was to be used in experiments in which computers were 
also to be used and the concert hall was not the proper place to conduct 
psychological experiments. For more formal and larger public performances 
the concert hall would naturally be used. 


Questions and Announcements 


Dr. Auchinachie asked if there was a penalty for professors who insisted on 
giving their final exam during the last week of classes. 


Dr. Ruby responded that the usual procedure was that her office intervened. 
If possible, she tried to have the exam rescheduled during the regular 
examination period. To date, Dr. Ruby had resolved these situations with as 
little animosity as possible. She did not see the point of imposing a penalty 
as long as the job got done. 


Dr. Auchinachie said that the reason that this kept recurring was that by 
giving exams during their last scheduled classes, professors could extend their 
Christmas holiday. One of the reasons it should not be allowed was that it 
deprived students of one complete lecture period which was in fact part of the 
professor’s contract. 
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Dr. Ruby said that that was only one reason. Sometimes it was ignorance or 
misunderstanding on the part of the professor. Once or twice it had 
happened that someone was indeed trying to leave early. Dr. Ruby noted that 
in some cases, students did not complain because it suited them to have their 
exam during the last week of classes. The problem may well be more 
widespread than her office was aware of. It was a complex issue but she tried 
to deal with all sides of it. 


Dr. Potworowski asked if there was a loophole in courses where the exam was 
worth less than a certain percentage. He questioned whether in those 
circumstances it was legal to have an exam during the last week. 


Dr. Ruby responded that it was not. 


Mr. Leonhardt mentioned a case where a professor was to give a substantial 
paper to students on the Monday before the end of classes to be handed in 
on the following Wednesday. He wished to know if this was permissible. In 
this particular case the professor was behind in his lecture schedule and 
students had not been told about the paper at the beginning of the term. 


Dr. Ruby responded that professors were obliged to set out the marking 
scheme for the course at the beginning of the term and were not permitted 
to deviate and should they do so, students should complain to the department 
chair. 


Dr. Bertrand reiterated that the first step was for the student to go to the 
department chair. He emphasized that professors could not change their 
marking scheme mid-stream as this would be unfair. 


Professor Shulman noted that sometimes it could be ignorance especially on 
the part of new faculty. Chairs do not always explain the rules fully to new 
faculty members. 


shi: i mimi neral 
- -time f m 


It was moved and seconded (Byers/Hoecker-Drysdale) that one (1) full-time 
faculty member be added to the Arts and Science Committee on General 


Education. 
Carried, 
ElectiowRatification - A i Sueno: Peale Commi 


Mr. Bill Leonhardt (RELI) 
Ratified 


vi mmi 0 
Dr. Nelson Eddy (PHYS) 
Acclaimed 


Dr. Nelson Eddy (PHYS) 
Professor Eileen Preston (CLAS) 


Elected by Secret Ballot 


Mr. Richard Gotlieb (POLI) 
Mr. Glen Bastien (POLIT) 
Ratified 


i i f Women 
Ms. Patricia Richards (TESL) - Undergraduate Rep. 
Ms. Connie Cresta (SOCI) - Graduate Rep. 
Ms. Tracey Lyster (PSYC) - Graduate Rep. 
Ratified 


Arts and Science Fa 
Steven Farber (POLI) 
Lison Cohen (MODL) 
Kriss Clément (SOCI) 
Richard Nadel (POLI) 
Ratified 


A mn ien 


Jamie Gruman (PSYC) 
Ratified 


Lison Cohen (MODL) 
Ratified 


Professor R. Seppanen (ENGL) 


Professor J. McAuley (ENGL) 
Professor L. Dydyk (ENGL) 
Ratified 


NOTICE OF ELECTION: 


1 Sci Commi G L Educati 


Two (2) full-time faculty members (one-year terms). Please forward 
nominations to Dean Bertrand as soon as possible. 


B it i 


One (1) full-time faculty member to replace Dr. B. Frank (term ending 1992) 
who has resigned. Member should be from the Sciences to keep the 
representation balanced. Please forward nominations to Dean Bertrand as 
soon as possible. 


Gender Related Questions 


Dr. Bertrand asked departmental representatives to give a short report of the 
results of the discussion on the issue of these questions in their departments. 


Dr. Bertrand announced that he had decided not to fight the issue on the 
question of whether or not Faculty Council had the authority to mandate 
departments to add certain questions to the student evaluation questionnaire. 
He noted that the Collective Agreement was not completely clear on whether 
or not Arts and Science Faculty Council had this right. However, he had 
decided that this was not the time to fight this particular battle. He therefore © 
took Council’s resolutions and wrote to the Chairs of the Departments and 
the Principals of the Colleges asking them to take the word "mandatory" as an 
indication of how seriously the members of Council viewed the issue and then 
take as "recommendations" that the departments and colleges adopt the 
questions. The Dean also requested departments to let him know their 
decision by November 15. Arts and Science Faculty Council needed to have 
a general discussion on what happened in departments because members of 
Steering Committee, felt that it would be advantageous for everyone at 
Council and everyone in departments to know how other departments were 
handling the issue. To date, out of 33 departments and colleges, 20 had 
responded: 3 departments rejected both questions; 3 departments accepted 
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both questions; 4 departments accepted question 1 and rejected question 2; 
6 departments referred the questions to committee for further study; 4 
departments still had the questions under discussion. 


Each departmental representative made a report. 


Dr. Lewis (COMS) reported that they had a reasonably intelligent and 
reasonably acrimonious debate and came to a resounding vote of 7 in favour, 
4 against and 8 abstentions. The debate paralleled the one at Faculty 
Council. Both questions were approved for a trial period of three years. The 
second question was amended to read "appropriate" instead of "equitable". 


Dr. Frost (GEOG) said the questions were on the agenda for the 
departmental meeting the following week. From Dr. Frost’s informal 
discussions around the department he imagined that both questions would 
pass. 


Dr. Davis (LUCC) said that the matter had not been discussed. Firstly, 
because normal procedures of evaluation could not be applied within 
Lonergan’s structure and secondly because the college had not met since the 
Faculty Council meeting and would not meet until the new year. 


Dr. Levy (FRAN) reported that both questions had been rejected. The 
department was still deliberating on the formulation of alternative questions 
and will be meeting again the following week. 


Dr. Hamlet (CHEM) understood that the Chair would be reporting the results 
of their deliberations directly to the Dean. 


Dr. Oppenheim (RELI) said that the questions had already been on their 
undergraduate questionnaires for a number of years. However, the 
department decided to put the questions on to the graduate questionnaires. 


Dr. Segalowitz (PSYC) reported that the department had discussed the 
questions. The idea was approved in principle but there was a unanimous 
feeling that methodologically there were problems with the questions. A 
committee had been struck to develop a new set of questions. 


Dr. Auchinachie (ENGL) reported that the department had held a 
referendum. The first question was narrowly accepted and the second 
question was convincingly rejected. The department decided to make the 
results binding for one year but that did not preclude a discussion on whether 


they wished to reword the second question. 


Professor Shulman (POLI) reported that the department voted yes to question 
1 and no to question 2. 


Professor Shulman (LBCL) reported that the College voted unanimously 
against both questions. At the same time, they felt the issue was important 
and a committee was struck to discuss the issue. LBCL will report back to 
Council with their deliberations. 


Dr. Albert (SCOL) said that the matter will be addressed at the next meeting 
of Science College next term. 


Professor Perigoe (JOUR) reported that the department had yet to meet to 
discuss the questions. Part-time faculty and students would be included to 
enable the department to reach a fair decision. 


Dr. Potworowski (THEO) reported that the department accepted question 1 
with reservations and rejected question 2. The department was unaware that 
they could reword the questions and would probably give the questions further 
deliberation now that they knew that this was possible. 


Professor Preston (CLAS) reported that the department accepted question 1 
but reworded it to read, "Is the instructor’s behaviour towards men 
detrimental to your learning? and Is the instructor’s behaviour towards women 
detrimental to your learning?". The department decided to use a 7 point 
scale. The department rejected question 2. 


Dr. Sassano (GEOL) reported that the department found it hard to find sexist 
remarks in the Geology curriculum, it being a science dealing with rocks. The 
department had a very hard time understanding the questions and feelings 
were quite mixed. Several members expressed concern about the two 
questions, especially in the context of the anonymous nature of course 
evaluations. The department approved the first question with some difficulty 
and rejected the second question. 


Dr. Knitter (EDUC) reported that the department expressed sympathy with 
the idea but had struck a committee to examine the questions more fully. 


Professor Locke (LIBS) said that both questions were accepted. 


Dr. Kilgour (EXER) reported that the department was still debating the issue. 
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Dr. Newsham (TESL) reported that the department met shortly after the last 
Council meeting. At that time the department decided to await further word 
from the Dean. The department had not met again so no decision had been 
taken. 


Dr. Gray (PHIL) reported that the department had met to discuss the 
questions and sent the following motion to Faculty Council: "Having 
considered the request of Arts and Science Faculty Council at our meetings 
over the past months, the Philosophy department is of the considered 
judgment that the questions as articulated are insufficiently refined as to 
generate confidence among us that the important questions of sexual and/or 
gender discrimination, in the deleterious forms, will be either evoked or 
disclosed or diagnosed or redressed by their addition to our departmental 
questionnaire. Accordingly we regretfully decline to include them." The 
motion was passed unanimously - one person, however, refused to vote either 
for, against or abstain. There was, and will be further discussion as to how 
the department could address questions of destructive and harmful 
discrimination. This will be done on a on-going basis. 


Dr. Hoecker-Drysdale (SOCI) reported that the department had not yet voted 
on the issue. Methodological problems were raised and the wording and 
meaning of the questions discussed. The whole matter was returned to the 
Departmental Planning Committee which will try to come up with a more 
precise formulation and perhaps an all-around plan for the exercise in the 
following term. 


Dr. Hoecker-Drysdale (SDEB) said that there was a thoughtful statement 
formulated about the issue. She noted that it was interesting to look at this 
issue in the context of the women’s studies program. The first question which 
the Institute raised was the need to define sexist behaviour. In the case of 
Women’s Studies, the problem of reversed sexism may well be an issue 
because of the focus on women, and men may feel that they have not been 
adequately treated within the context. The second concern was about what 
would happen to a professor who was found to engage in sexist behaviour. 
The possible consequences of receiving negative responses in the 
questionnaire had to be considered. Questions were raised about how such 
a situation could be remedied. The objective of eliminating sexist practices 
could not be attained if faculty were to engage in an exercise which 
engendered fear, anxiety and resentment. The third point had to do with the 
fact that the Institute felt that there was a need to provide effective means for 
students to voice their complaints about professors, although not necessarily 
in a negative or destructive way. Students were usually reluctant to make 
complaints about professors, some of which could very well be valid. Finally 
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the point was raised that the question of racism in the classroom ought to be 
addressed as well. 


Dr. Sharma (PHYS) reported that his department rejected both questions 
almost unanimously. One member abstained not wishing to annoy the Dean. 
Because of the sensitivity of the issue, however, the department passed a 
motion to include in the "comments allowed" section of the questionnaire 
comments “course presentation; instructor’s behaviour towards men and 
women; the use of audio-visual aids; etc." 


Dr. Byers (MATH) said that the matter remained under discussion. The 
department had difficulty with question 2, was sympathetic with question 1 but 
a number of the faculty had problems with the methodology of the questions. 
Some people will be looking at that more fully and the department hoped to 
come to a resolution of the matter at its January meeting. 


Dr. Adams (HIST) asked Council’s indulgence to review fully the 
deliberations in his department. The questions were deliberated by a 
remarkable coalition of undergraduate students, graduate students, 
gay/lesbian groups, women’s caucus groups which all converged in a most 
fascinating fashion in terms of discussion. The questions were both passed 
after much discussion and a series of amendments. However, this decision 
was rescinded at a subsequent meeting, when the department met to consider 
what had been done at the first meeting. There was a motion which gathered 
almost overwhelming support: "That the motion to consider the addition of 
questions 1 and 2 to the student evaluation forms be suspended and that the 
department strike a committee representing students and faculty equally, to 
begin work in January 1991 to consider the serious issues raised by these 
questions. That the mandate of this committee be broadened to involve all 
sectors of the department to discuss these issues." The committee was 
expected to report back to the department by 1 April with a recommendation 
either that the department implement the questions in their current reading 
or advance alternate versions. The department was to inform the Dean of 
this decision. In effect the department radically thought through question 1 
and radically altered it, perhaps corrupting or broadening its original 
intention. With the second question, the department was concerned with the 
degree to which the question was intrusive and challenged academic freedom. 
The department was now converging with a sense of harmony and deep 
concern so that he expected it will emerge from next term with a sense of 
thoughtful reflection and some kind of implementation scheme. 


Dr. Teffeteller (MODL) reported that the department voted, after discussion, 
to disregard the two questions. The need for adoption of these questions was 
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stated in the recommendation but had not been demonstrated to the 
department, who were, as the department understood, solely responsible for 
determining content of the department’s course evaluation questionnaires. 
There were other resources in place to deal with the concerns raised by the 
questions. The wording of the questions was open to such widely varying 
interpretation that it rendered the questions useless. 


Dr. Hoecker-Drysdale (SDEB) forgot to mention in the context of the 
questions, that it was suggested that a university-wide forum be established to 
deal with the question of sexism in the classroom. Perhaps such a forum 
could begin with Arts and Science. 


Professor Shulman (LBCL) asked that departments send him their revised 
questions, in order to aid Liberal Arts College in drafting their own. 


Dr. Lewis (COMS) mentioned that he was given to understand that several 
of the professors in his department would not be handing out course 
evaluations, partly because of the inclusion of these questions. Dr. Lewis 
understood from speaking to CUFA that there was no way to oblige 
professors to hand out course evaluations in their classes. He wondered if his 
understanding was correct. 


Dr. Bertrand said that it was correct. He pointed out that the Collective 
Agreement did not use the word "must" it used "may or shall", which meant 
that it was not compulsory. 


Dr. Adams (HIST) asked if the Vice Rector was organizing or helping to 
organize a new set of reviews in March such as was held last year. He 
wondered if it were possible to have round-table discussions or open forum 
arrangements where all faculty could be brought together to confront the 
nature of sexism in the university and the various forms it may take, so that 
faculty could rehearse openly but informally how this was perceived by some 
within the university or outside it, and indeed how faculty should perceive 
themselves. He felt that materials used in the classroom setting or in research 
could be examined and modifications and reflections conventionally used 
could be discussed. Again, in some disciplines people were saying there was 
no way these questions could be appropriate and meaningful. In other 
disciplines it was a question of accumulating the literature of the last 
generation not to mention decade. An enormous flood of material had 
surfaced and some people who began training a couple of generations ago 
were not always as familiar with all of the literature which had emerged. It 
seemed to him that it would be useful to have one or two sessions, if 
appropriate, under the rubric of the March set of reflections - so that faculty 
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could come together, not to vote on formal resolutions which was always 
difficult but rather in a very informal and relaxed discussion as to how to 
become sensitive to these issues. It would be preferable to get faculty 
educated as to how they might change or reorient their teaching or reflection. 


Dr. Bertrand said that in part this all began out of last March’s set of 
meetings in which there was one workshop about the curriculum and the 
problems of sexism and gender-related issues in the curriculum. There were 
three or four other sessions at that particular two-day forum where issues of 
this sort were discussed. It might also be from a sense of frustration on the 
part of some members of the Faculty’s Status of Women Committee that 
there had been a certain amount of talk but no concrete steps taken to 
address the issue more directly. He was very pleased to hear the various 
departmental reports because one of the main objectives from his point of 
view, in putting the questions out on the table was to generate discussion 
about the issue, to sensitize people to the issue and to get people thinking 
about it. That seemed to have happened. More interestingly, perhaps in 
some departments than in others, but all departments have at least met and 
discussed the issue and that would not have happened, no matter how well or 
badly written the questions were, if there was no action of this sort. The Dean 
signalled his willingness to work with the Committee of the Status of Women 
in the Faculty of Arts and Science to organize some such general forum or 
discussion, or work in conjunction with the Vice-Rector this March if it were 
deemed desirable because such forums could only help. He hoped that 
departmental representatives had been moved by the discussion to go back to 
their departments with new ideas about rewording or amending the 
resolutions. He urged people to keep the issue under discussion. 


Professor Shulman wanted to reintroduce an idea expressed by Dr. Shapiro 
at the last meeting to have a set of independent questions, not necessarily tied 
into course evaluations. 


Dr. Bertrand said that it was his assumption from what Dr. Adams and Dr. 
Hoecker-Drysdale said that we might want to set up a very general discussion 
of the whole issue. In fact, it could be extended beyond the university in the 
sense that there was an obligation of faculty members in a university to help 
society face up to the problem. In essence the general question might be the 
issue of sexism in our society. He reminded Council that a very sad 
anniversary was coming up, which indicated that this issue went beyond the 
walls of the university. The Dean promised to approach the Chair of the 
Committee of the Status of Women to put this idea forward. 
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Dr, Sharma (PHYS) remarked that in his department there was strong feeling 
that all kinds of discrimination should be included in question 1 but the idea 
was rejected as people felt that this would make the question loaded. 


Dr. Auchinachie (ENGL) observed that the positive aspect of the whole issue 
was to a certain extent accidental and came about because the questions were 
presented to Departments as recommendations rather than imposed as 
mandatory, as had originally been planned. He pointed out that he remained 
uncertain that departments even had the right to impose questionnaires on 
department members as the Collective Agreement gave members the right to 
evaluate their own teaching without mentioning the means by which this 
should be done or what questions should be asked. 


Dr. Bertrand responded that Dr. Auchinachie had opened up another matter. 
He cautioned Council members to avoid falling into the trap of thinking that 
course evaluations were not required at Concordia. In fact, he pointed out 
that members were bound by the questionnaire approved by their 
departments. They did not have to administer a questionnaire at all, but if 
they used the department questionnaire then they had to include whatever 
questions the department had approved. It was unacceptable to use half of 
the department’s questions and half of their own. 


Dr. Auchinachie queried if it were possible for departments to revise the 
questions for their own questionnaires. 


Dr. Bertrand responded affirmatively. 


Dr. Hoecker-Drysdale concluded the discussion by reminding Council that the 
purpose of this kind of exercise was to suggest and encourage change. She 
warned against engaging in mere discussion and the continuation of practices 
in which people had always engaged. If the idea were to be taken seriously, 
then the most fundamental place for discussion of the issues was at the 
departmental level. The responsibility of treating the issue seriously rested 
with Departments, as Council could only deal with such matters in a rather 
general way. In fact, she felt that it was very encouraging to hear what had 
happened in the History Department because it indicated that they had taken 
the exercise seriously. She urged Council members not to rely too much on 
Council or Senate or Conferences in March, to resolve these issues although 
those were all appropriate places for discussion. Discussion within 
departments was essential. 


90-6-4 


90-6-5 


11. 


12. 


13. 
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Arts and Science Computer Resources Committee 


It was moved and seconded (Stevens/Ruby) that the name of the Arts and 
Science Advisory Committee on Computers be changed to Arts and Science 
Computer Resources Committee. 


Carried, 


Other Business 

Dr. Bertrand announced to Council that he had read in the Montreal Gazette 
that the Federal Government had announced another scholarship program 
aimed at women going into second year science programs. The scholarship 
was to be substantial, in the $10,000 to $12,000 range with guarantees of 
summer employment. If Mathematics, Physics, Chemistry and Biochemistry, 
Biology, Geology, Exercise Science, Psychology’s science stream or 
Geography’s science stream had qualified students, they should start to think 
about them now, as universities had to nominate the students. He would 
inform departments as soon as he had more information on the subject but 
he wanted departments to start thinking about suitable candidates. 


Next Meeting 
The next meeting of Arts and Science Faculty Council was scheduled for 
January 11, 1991. 


Adjournment 


It was moved and seconded (Oppenheim/Hamlet) that the meeting be 
adjourned at 4:28 p.m. 


The Dean wished everyone a very happy holiday. 


